


















































1 economy. 

2 4. In line with the new state plans for the entire food stamp 

3 operation and for outreach, the state level program should 

4 reorganize as a statewide promotion unit. The important 

5 components of a food stamp program are county level direct service, 

6 a_ state program· of outreach, and promotion. State administrative 

7 components are secondary and are already performed for the most 

8 part by the auditing and recording activities of DPW. New 

9 staff in the state· program should be given specific job assignments 

10 with the outreach plan and held accountable for these activities. 
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5. Information ·about and authority over the· food stamp progr.am 

at the state level is diffused . The state supervisor does not 

in. budgeting activities, or directly with quality 

control. No mechanism i.s available to pull information about the 

program together to anlayze it from a cost effectiveness point 

of view. The development of a real state plan for FY 76-77 will 

require centralization of information about participants and about 

finances. The state director of the food stamp program must have 

this information if the program is to function effectively. 

6. If the choice must be made, increased employees at the county 

level should take precedence over at the state level, . 

except in the case of an outreach plan submitted and approved 

previous to the commitment of funds . 

7. Overall these recommendations need impetus given by a new 

legislative policy statement directed at the food stamp program. 

Lack of awareness about the program and its potentials at this 

level has led to its present situation. The above recommendations 
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1 incorporated into such a legislative policy would go a long 

2 way_ to emphasizing this body's concern for the success of the 

3 program. 

4 8. While we hesitate to recommend another report to the 

5 legislature, since DPW is still presenting those requested 

6 last year, we ~till feel that some further check is necessary in 

7 orqer to foll'ow up the action of this body. 

8 Therefore we recommend no action on the department's request 

g for further personnel until the state and outreach plans outlined 

io above are presented. These plans should contain in them prerequisites 

11 for. an e·ffective program by which the legislature will be able to 

12 evaluate the department's request for added personnel. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

?3 

~4 

~5 

!6 

~7 

-26-



' ' 
I •. 

l APPENDIX A 

2 THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

3 The food stamp program in Minne.sota provides an average of 

4 165,000 reside~ts with a bonus of approximately $3,000,000 each 

5 month. Due to the nature of the food stamp program this bonus is 

6 restricted, al6rii with the recipients own contribution, to the 

7 purchase of.fbcid~ 

8 The program's original purpose was to utilize the great surplus 

g of food in this country in the late SO's and 60 1 s and also to 

10 upgrade the nutrition of needy and low income people. Now with· 
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the advent of the present farm market the first goal has largely 

disappeared, but the program still gains support· on the basis of 

its second goal and the fact that it does increase demand for 

farm products, supporting their prices. 

The mechanism on the face is simple. In order to receive the 

bonus, a recipient household must dedicate a certain amount of 

·its resources toward food by exchanging currency f6r food stamps. 

Depending on its size and income the household then receives a 

bonus in extra stamps for food purchases. The stamps are redeemed 

for food at participating grocery stores. Only reiail grocery 

stores are eligible to redeem stamps and only items which are 

normally considered food for human consumption can be purchased 

with .the stamps. 

The present schedule of payments and bonus stamps by house-

hold size and income is attached as part of this appendix. The 

actual process involves computation of the household's income 

after several types of deductions. The bonus stamps add up to an 
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1 increased agricultural purchasing power of $36 million fo~ 

2 Minnesota in 1974. Bonus stamps are paid for by the federal 
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government. 

The state's re~ponsibility in the program centers on the 

distribution and sales of the food stamps and determinations of 

eligibility. The actual substantive functions are performed in 

each county welfare department, with the state DPW holding 

responsib.ili ty to see that the program· is carried out et:fectively, 

and the responsibility for certain functions to be performed at 

the state level. 

While bonus stamps are totally a cost picked up by the federal 

government, the cos·ts of administration of the program has been 

·borne by the counties and state. Counties in the state have been 

slow to adopt the progr~m and to provide adequate personnel to 

determine eligibility, approve recipients, sell stamps, do the 
\ 

record keeping, and advertise the program,(i.e. outreach), all 

of which are federally mandated functions. Part of the reluctance 

18 of county commissioners to support the program stems from the general 

19 attitude toward what they consider a welfare program, especially 

20 the mandate to advertise and encourage eligibles to participate. 

21 This has.resulted in very little commitment of local money to assist 

22 the program. Until October 1974, the USDA participated marginally 
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in providing funds for administration. The federal government· 

would reimburse the county and state programs only for 67~ of 

the cost of determining eligibility and certifying households 

which were not also receiving public assistance. In Minnesota 

non-public assistance households make up approximately 57% of the 
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